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Introduction 
 For centuries, scholarly literature was available only to those people and 
institutions that could afford it, as printing and distributing journals and books was 
costly. Now, there is still expense in producing articles, but cost is no longer so largely 
dependent on the quantity distributed. Thus, the ease and inexpensiveness of 
disseminating information via the Internet has led to calls for wider access to such 
literature.  
 The ability to easily share information led to discussions of public access to the 
results of research that the public funds with their tax dollars However, whether these 
articles should be freely available is uncertain, as publishers invest money in producing 
the articles.  
The disagreement in government about public access to the results of federally 
funded research continues today. Librarians have an important role in the dialog and can 
present important information on the current possibilities and developments, especially 
considering that librarians can form connections to the rest of campus (Duncan, Walsh, 
Daniels, & Becker, 2006), as well as with other stakeholders including researchers, 
publishers, and the public. The elements and themes present in the discussion may 
change as technology advances, progress in the open access movement occurs, and 
legislation is introduced. It is for this reason that examining recent contributions to the 
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dialog can provide valuable insight to the considerations that are currently most 
important concerning the issue. 
 This paper will address the following questions in the context of the current 
library and information science (LIS) setting: 
• What do librarians in academic settings identify as the most important 
considerations on the issue of public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications 
resulting from federally funded research? 
• How do these considerations compare amongst academic libraries and librarians? 
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Literature Review 
This literature review will describe the legislative history of public access to the 
peer-reviewed results of federally funded studies. It will also discuss the issue as 
represented in the LIS literature. This will provide a thematic basis for the content 
analysis in this study. 
 
Legislative History 
In September 2004, the National Institutes of Health (NIH) proposed that 
articles stemming from NIH funding be freely available to the public. Specifically, these 
articles would be deposited in PubMed Central (PMC), the NIH online archive for 
biomedical literature. The NIH sought public input, and in May 2005 issued a revised 
policy in which NIH investigators were encouraged to voluntarily deposit their final peer-
reviewed manuscripts in PMC (National Institutes of Health, 2005). Only 3.8 percent of 
eligible manuscripts were deposited under this policy (National Institutes of Health, 
2006). 
Senators Joe Lieberman and Thad Cochran introduced the American Center for 
Cures Act in December 2005 (S. 2104, 2005). This bill strove to create within the NIH 
the “American Center for Cures,” which would require that final peer-reviewed 
manuscripts of Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)-funded research be 
made publicly available in PMC within six months of publication. In addition, 
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researchers not in compliance with the mandate could be denied further funding. At this 
time, one-half of federally funded research was from HHS agencies (English, 2006, p. 
250). 
The Federal Research Public Access Act (FRPAA) (S. 2695, 2006) was first 
introduced in 2006 by Senator John Cornyn and Senator Lieberman. FRPAA would 
require open public access to the results of research funded by the eleven U.S. Federal 
agencies with expenditures over $100 million. This act was not passed. It has been 
reintroduced numerous times since, both in the House and the Senate, never having been 
passed (S. 1373, 2009; H.R. 5037, 2009; H.R. 5253, 2010; S. 2096, 2012; H.R. 4004, 
2012). 
It was not until January 2008 that the NIH issued a Public Access Policy that 
mandated that peer-reviewed research articles coming from NIH-funded work be freely 
available on PubMed Central (National Institutes of Health, 2008). This policy, in 
compliance with the Consolidated Appropriations Act (2008) became effective in April 
of the same year. 
In 2008, the Fair Copyright in Research Works Act (H.R. 6845, 2008) was 
introduced, as a response to the NIH Public Access Policy, in an attempt to reverse it. 
The bill sought to ban federal agencies from putting conditions for copyright transfer in 
funding agreements. The bill was also introduced in the following Congress (H.R. 801, 
2009), and neither were enacted.  
On December 16, 2011, Representatives Darrell Issa and Carolyn Maloney 
introduced the Research Works Act to the House of Representatives (H.R. 3699, 2011). 
This bill would serve to bar other federal agencies from issuing open access mandates 
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such as that of the NIH and would eliminate the NIH mandate. On February 27, 2012, 
Issa and Maloney issued a statement saying that they would not pursue further legislative 
action on the bill (Howard, 2012). 
 
LIS Literature 
In 1998, Bachrach et al. addressed the question “Who should own scientific 
papers?” as a working group representing the natural sciences, publishing, and library 
science, of members of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences’ study on electronic 
communications. They write 
Because the electronic world offers many potential improvements to enhance 
traditional publication, scientists, administrators, and federal science policymakers 
must reconsider both how the results of publicly funded research are best 
disseminated, and how that dissemination is best supported. (Bachrach et al., 
1998, p. 1459) 
 
Fourteen years later, little has been resolved, federal legislators introduce bills again and 
again, and the many stakeholders, including librarians, continue the discussion. 
 The nearly nonexistent voluntary compliance with the 2005 NIH effort to get 
NIH-funded research into PMC may be partially attributable to researchers’ caution 
about participating in open access publishing. A 2004 study conducted at the National 
Institutes of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) found that even the agency’s own 
government employees were wary about open access (Pernell, 2004). The author of the 
study predicted that researchers would “continue to publish in traditional journals until 
policy or prestige changes” (Pernell, 2004, p. 31). 
 Even before the NIH mandate issued in 2008, librarians were optimistic about 
the possibility of increased public access becoming law. The American Center for Cures 
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Act of 2005 and the Federal Research Public Access Act of 2006 were each sponsored by 
a conservative Republican and a moderate Democrat. The bipartisan support suggested 
that such legislation would eventually become law (English, 2006, p. 251). 
 While many saw the various public access policy proposals as potentially 
detrimental to publishers, Dana L. Roth, a chemistry librarian, declared that FRPAA and 
the NIH directive (before the compulsory policy began) could be a “blessing in disguise” 
for scientific society publishers. Roth demonstrated wide discrepancies in journal costs 
between society and commercial publishers using cost-per-page calculations. He 
explained that society publishers, providing premier journals at reasonable prices, should 
be “immune” to journal cancelations and were perfectly poised to modify their business 
models in order to attain long-term sustainability. Roth encouraged these publishers to 
take advantage of the new public access bills and shift to a publication model that 
“includes appropriate ‘Open Access’ for archival material, balanced pricing between 
authors and readers, and expanded outreach to underserved research communities” (2008, 
p. 252). 
 When the NIH public access policy requiring deposit of manuscripts to PMC 
went into effect, librarians found that not only were they valuable advocates of public 
access, but that the mandate presented an excellent opportunity to connect with the 
academic health sciences community about scholarly publishing issues (Banks and Persily, 
2010, p. 258). Scholarly communications librarians encouraged libraries to promote  
information about NIH Public Access Policy by holding faculty workshops about NIH 
compliance and copyright, having direct contact with faculty, and creating web pages 
(Keener and Sarli, 2010; Thomas and Blackwell, 2010). In addition, some librarians 
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assisted researchers with depositing their NIH-funded research results in their own 
universities’ institutional repositories as well. In a study, two librarians even indicated that 
some growth in their institutional repositories was attributable to the NIH mandate 
(Thomas and Blackwell, 2010).  
 In June 2009, the Committee on Science and Technology of the U. S. House of 
Representatives and the OSTP created the Scholarly Publishing Roundtable, which was 
composed of experts representing various stakeholder groups. The Roundtable’s purpose 
was to develop recommendations for policy regarding public access to the results of 
federally funded research. While the Roundtable included members with highly differing 
viewpoints, including that of Elsevier and that of the Public Library of Science, consensus 
was reached on various issues. As one health sciences library director describes 
there was no dissent about the need for expanding public access to the results of 
federally funded research and a clear consensus on the importance of the 
stewarded version of record. We agreed that peer review must be protected, that 
the need for interoperability among repositories needs to get greater attention, 
and that it is absolutely crucial to address long-term preservation issues. What the 
dissents came down to was a matter of control and the role of government. 
(Plutchak, 2010, p. 270) 
 
From this, it can be assumed that many of the stakeholders in the public access issue all 
have the same goal—increasing access to the results of federally funded research. 
However, stakeholders cite different reasons that this is the case, and accordingly, 
describe differing ways in which increased access should occur. 
 It is necessary to note that not all those in the LIS field who are discussing and 
promoting the increase of public access are supporters of the NIH policy, nor the 
proposed policies of FRPAA. T. Scott Plutchak, the health sciences librarian above, who 
is a member of the Scholarly Publishing Roundtable, states, “I have described myself as 
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‘not a fan’ of the NIH public access policy, and I have been skeptical about FRPAA since 
it was first introduced in the Senate. My deliberations with the roundtable served to 
reinforce that skepticism” (2010, p. 272). This is precisely the reason that roundtables 
and RFIs are necessary in the development of suitable policies. The state of scholarly 
communication is complex, and a policy is not necessarily desirable simply because it aims 
to increase public access. Appropriate and effective policies must be carefully crafted to 
complement those complexities. 
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Methods 
In November 2011, the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP; an 
office within the Executive Office of the President), on behalf of the National Science 
and Technology Council (NSTC), issued a request for information (RFI) concerning 
public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded 
research. This RFI was targeted toward 
non-Federal stakeholders, including the public, universities, nonprofit and for-
profit publishers, libraries, federally funded and non-federally funded research 
scientists, and other organizations and institutions with a stake in long-term 
preservation and access to the results of federally funded research. (America 
COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010) 
 
For the full text of the RFI, see Appendix A.  
Qualitative content analysis of a selection of submissions to the RFI was used to 
examine trends amongst academic libraries and librarians as stakeholders in the debate 
concerning public access to federally funded research. This section describes the method 
and procedure used for the study. 
 
Sample 
 OSTP received 378 submissions responding to the RFI. These comments were 
made public online by OSTP, as PDF copies of the comments. They appear to have not 
been edited or changed prior to posting. Fifty comments were from academic librarians 
or were submitted on the behalf of academic libraries. Other comments included those 
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from universities, university departments, publishers, students and student associations, 
researchers, scholarly societies, open access organizations, companies and trade 
associations, and members of the public. This study examines the themes present in the 
comments from academic libraries and librarians, which can be generalized to represent 
the views of academic librarians as a larger population. For a list of the comments used in 
the study, giving authors and institutions, see Appendix B. 
 
Study Procedure 
 Comments for the study were selected on the basis of being written on behalf of 
an academic library or by an academic librarian. Comments were then coded based on the 
Carnegie Classifications of the authors’ institutions. The Carnegie Foundation data and 
classifications recorded for each institution were Control (i.e., public or private not-for-
profit), Size (which describes size as well as indicating if an institution is 2-year or 4-
year), and Basic (which describes the type of institution, such as Research University or 
Baccalaureate Colleges). 
 Comments were then coded inductively based on themes that appeared through 
examination and comparison of the texts (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009, p. 309). Focus 
was given to justifications made for the expansion of public access, thus concentrating on 
general comments, comment preambles, and Questions 1, 2, 6, and 8 (see Appendix A), 
rather than focusing on actions that would need to be taken in the establishment of an 
effective policy. The process followed the form of conventional qualitative content 
analysis, as coding categories were identified inductively from close review of the 
comments (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), though general expectations of themes likely to 
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arise were formed through prior review of relevant LIS literature on the topic. 
Consistency of the coding scheme was increased because there was only one coder. 
Nevertheless, the scheme was checked periodically throughout the process to prevent 
subtle development of idiosyncratic category definitions and was again checked after all 
content was coded (Zhang and Wildemuth, 2009, p. 312). During the process of coding 
the comments to the RFI, additional themes emerged and were then added to the coding 
scheme accordingly.  
 Analysis of the coded data provided an overview of the themes most prevalent in 
the academic libraries’ and librarians’ RFI comments. Data was analyzed based on 
common attributes amongst authors’ institutions and the thematic content of their 
comments.  
 This method’s advantages include that it was an analysis of existing text intended 
to inform policymaking, a real-world situation, rather than a constructed survey. In 
addition, the coder’s understanding of LIS issues and communities allows the categories 
and analysis to more accurately reflect the themes of the content (Krippendorff, 2004, p. 
17). 
 The validity of the method used is moderate. Many of the RFI comments were 
careful collaborative efforts developed to represent the standpoints of entire institutions’ 
library systems. Some comments were much more casual and were likely composed 
quickly. However, given that all comments used in the study were from professional 
librarians in academic institutions, comments can be assumed to have stemmed from 
consideration of and experience working with the issues addressed. In addition, the form 
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of comments as official responses to a federal RFI suggests that authors composed their 
letters seriously. 
 Qualitative content analysis has the drawback of being subjective, often reducing 
reliability as coding is reliant on the coder’s judgment. This is mitigated by having only 
one coder and using a relatively small number of texts that were all written in response to 
the same request.  
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Results 
 This section describes the results of the content analysis of 50 responses from 
academic libraries to OSTP’s “Request for Information: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed 
Scholarly Publications Resulting From Federally Funded Research.” The results show 
recurring themes, but a wide variety of ideas were also addressed throughout the 
collection of comments. 
 
Institution Characteristics 
The great majority of comments received from academic libraries were from large 
public universities with very high research activity. These comments tended to be from 
scholarly communication librarians, scholarly communication committees, or similar 
librarians or groups. This ratio is expected, as universities with high research activity are 
often those who are able to employ a full-time scholarly communication officer and have 
faculties in a large amount of research and scholarly communication. Table 1 and Figures 
1-3 illustrate the distribution of certain characteristics amongst the institutions 
represented by the comments studied. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of authors’ institutions 
Classification 
category Classification 
Percentage of 
comments 
Public 68% Control Private not-for-profit 32% 
L4 [Large 4-year] 82% 
M4 [Medium 4-year] 8% 
S4 [Small 4-year] 8% Size 
VS2 [Very small 2-year] 2% 
RU/VH: Research Universities (very high research 
activity) 66% 
RU/H: Research Universities (high research activity) 8% 
Master's L: Master's Colleges and Universities (larger 
programs) 8% 
Master's M: Master's Colleges and Universities 
(medium programs) 2% 
Bac/A&S: Baccalaureate Colleges—Arts & Sciences 8% 
Bac/Assoc: Baccalaureate/Associate's Colleges 6% 
Basic 
Tribal: Tribal Colleges (2-year) 2% 
 
Figure 1. Institution Carnegie Classifications: Control 
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Figure 2. Institution Carnegie Classifications: Size 
 
Figure 3. Institution Carnegie Classifications: Basic 
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Predominant Themes 
The majority of comments from academic libraries and librarians submitted in 
response to the RFI focused on the great potential that increased public access has for 
leading to economic improvement and advancing American innovation and science, with 
74% and 70% of comments addressing each, respectively. These themes were especially 
emphasized in comments from large research libraries. This makes sense, as it seems 
prudent, in the situation of providing information for the federal government to consult, 
to discuss improving the economy and keeping the nation at the forefront of scientific 
and technological development. 
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Table 2. Academic library RFI comment themes 
“PA” is public access to the peer-reviewed results of federally funded studies. 
Theme Percentage of comments Examples 
PA will improve the 
economy and enterprise 74% 
“simple and cost-effective way to 
dramatically increase economic growth” 
PA will improve scientific 
productivity 70% 
“open access will encourage faster … 
application of that research towards the next 
generation of scientific innovation” 
PA will maximize the value 
of research investment 58% 
“speeding up research through faster access, 
potentially increasing return on both private 
and public investment in research” 
Broader use and reuse 
rights are necessary in PA 50% 
“reuse by computers … is another vitally 
important advantage of broader reuse rights” 
Taxpayers have a right to 
access results of federally 
funded research 
46% “taxpayers should be able to access information for which they have paid” 
PA will make information 
available to the unknown 
user, fostering collaboration 
and interdisciplinary work 
46% 
“public access takes account of the 
near certainty that there are unexpected 
readers and users who can innovate in ways 
not anticipated” 
Standardization of policies 
will be necessary for PA 44% 
“support the creation of standards for repositories 
and new forms of digital publication” 
Commenter is an advocate 
of OA in general 40% 
“I support as much open access to 
information as possible.” 
Current costs for access are 
much too high, so PA is 
necessary 
38% 
“our users' access to information [has been] 
limited by the unconscionably huge price 
rises [of] commercial scientific publishers” 
PA will help to address the 
digital divide and inequality 
of information access  
26% “open access as a way of addressing one aspect of the digital divide” 
PA will improve the quality 
of higher education 18% 
“Public access … is also important to the 
teaching mission in higher education.” 
The public should have 
access for personal reasons 12% 
“to be able to access relevant information to 
my personal needs--health, economic, other” 
The shift from paper to 
digital means we must 
reexamine the systems of 
scholarly communication 
10% 
“an increasingly obsolete print model … and 
the current infrastructure of the publishing 
industry are no longer the most suitable for 
optimizing distribution of academics’ work” 
Comment is simply an 
expression of support of 
PA, without other details 
4% “I recommend you provide public access to scholarly journals” 
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Thematic Trends by Institution Type 
 The themes found in the process of the content analysis show some differences 
based on the type of institution a response is from. Theme percentages are compared 
relative to percentages of other themes within the same institution type. Then, ordering 
themes by percentage in each institution type allows a relative comparison of theme 
importance between types.  
 The majority of comments studied came from research universities, so this was 
one institution type examined. The other various types (which included master’s, 
baccalaureate, and associate’s colleges) had very few responses from each, and were not 
enough to present generalizations, so these institutions were presented together as 
“Other.” Another significant split between institution types was shown as public versus 
private institutions. Thus, theme frequencies for both of these generalized types are also 
presented. 
Most notably, in research universities, the presence of the theme stating that 
taxpayers have a right to the results of research they have funded was very low compared 
to its relative presence in comments from other institutions. This was also the case with 
comments saying that the prices of scholarly journals are unreasonably high. This follows 
a tendency of the comments from research universities to be comprised of more objective 
information (the comments often cited many sources), as opposed to those comments 
from other institutions, which had relatively more opinions and subjective assertions—
such as that public access is a taxpayer right and that journals cost an inordinately high 
amount. Table 3 presents the prominence of the various themes within various institution 
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types. Table 4 lists the themes in order of occurrence, corresponding to the institution 
types presented in Table 3. 
Differences in comments between public and private institutions were more 
subtle. Public university library comments tended to discuss taxpayer rights to research 
results (4th most frequent theme from public institutions; 7th most frequent from 
private), the necessary standardization of public access policies (public—5th; private—
8th), and the unreasonably high costs of access (public—7th; private—9th) relatively 
more frequently than their private counterparts. Private institutions more often 
mentioned that broader use and reuse rights are needed (private—4th; public—6th), that 
they are advocates of the open access movement in general (private—6th; public—9th), 
and that public access will make information available to the unknown user as well as 
fostering collaboration and interdisciplinary work (private—5th; public—8th). Tables 5 
and 6 follow the same pattern as that of Tables 3 and 4, respectively. Thus, these tables 
are helpful in examining the differences found between the two institution types.   
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Table 3. RFI comment themes by Carnegie Classification: Basic 
Theme 
RU: Research 
Universities (both 
high & very high 
research activity) 
Other 
PA will improve the economy and enterprise 89% 36% 
PA will improve scientific productivity 81% 43% 
PA will maximize the value of research investment 64% 43% 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary in PA 61% 21% 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of federally 
funded research 39% 64% 
PA will make information available to the unknown 
user, fostering collaboration and interdisciplinary work 61% 7% 
Standardization of policies will be necessary for PA 53% 21% 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in general 42% 36% 
Current costs for access are much too high, making 
PA necessary 36% 43% 
PA will help to address the digital divide and 
inequality of information access  31% 14% 
PA will improve the quality of higher education 19% 14% 
The public should have access for personal reasons 8% 21% 
The shift from paper to digital means we must 
reexamine the systems of scholarly communication 8% 14% 
Comment is simply an expression of support of PA, 
without other details 3% 7% 
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Table 4. Themes ranked by percentage of comments: Research universities versus Other 
Research universities Other 
PA will improve the economy and 
enterprise 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of 
federally funded research 
PA will improve scientific productivity PA will improve scientific productivity 
PA will maximize the value of research 
investment 
PA will maximize the value of research 
investment 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary 
in PA 
Current costs for access are much too high, 
so PA is necessary 
PA will make information available to the 
unknown user, fostering collaboration and 
interdisciplinary work 
PA will improve the economy and 
enterprise 
Standardization of policies will be 
necessary for PA 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in 
general 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of 
federally funded research 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary 
in PA 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in 
general 
Standardization of policies will be 
necessary for PA 
Current costs for access are much too high, 
so PA is necessary 
The public should have access for personal 
reasons 
PA will help to address the digital divide 
and inequality of information access  
PA will help to address the digital divide 
and inequality of information access  
PA will improve the quality of higher 
education 
PA will improve the quality of higher 
education 
The public should have access for personal 
reasons 
The shift from paper to digital means we 
must reexamine the systems of scholarly 
communication 
The shift from paper to digital means we 
must reexamine the systems of scholarly 
communication 
PA will make information available to the 
unknown user, fostering collaboration and 
interdisciplinary work 
Comment is simply an expression of 
support of PA, without other details 
Comment is simply an expression of 
support of PA, without other details 
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Table 5. RFI comment themes by Carnegie Classification: Control 
Theme Public Private not-for-profit 
PA will improve the economy and enterprise 71% 81% 
PA will improve scientific productivity 62% 88% 
PA will maximize the value of research investment 59% 56% 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary in PA 47% 56% 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of federally funded 
research 53% 31% 
PA will make information available to the unknown user, 
fostering collaboration and interdisciplinary work 44% 50% 
Standardization of policies will be necessary for PA 50% 31% 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in general 38% 44% 
Current costs for access are much too high, so PA is 
necessary 44% 25% 
PA will help to address the digital divide and inequality of 
information access  27% 25% 
PA will improve the quality of higher education 21% 13% 
The public should have access for personal reasons 15% 6% 
The shift from paper to digital means we must reexamine 
the systems of scholarly communication 6% 19% 
Comment is simply an expression of support of PA, 
without other details 3% 6% 
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Table 6. Themes ranked by percentage of comments: Public versus Private 
Public Private not-for-profit 
PA will improve the economy and 
enterprise PA will improve scientific productivity 
PA will improve scientific productivity PA will improve the economy and enterprise 
PA will maximize the value of research 
investment 
PA will maximize the value of research 
investment 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of 
federally funded research 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary 
in PA 
Standardization of policies will be 
necessary for PA 
PA will make information available to the 
unknown user, fostering collaboration and 
interdisciplinary work 
Broader use and reuse rights are necessary 
in PA 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in 
general 
Current costs for access are much too high, 
so PA is necessary 
Taxpayers have a right to access results of 
federally funded research 
PA will make information available to the 
unknown user, fostering collaboration and 
interdisciplinary work 
Standardization of policies will be 
necessary for PA 
Commenter is an advocate of OA in 
general 
Current costs for access are much too high, 
so PA is necessary 
PA will help to address the digital divide 
and inequality of information access  
PA will help to address the digital divide 
and inequality of information access  
PA will improve the quality of higher 
education 
The shift from paper to digital means we 
must reexamine the systems of scholarly 
communication 
The public should have access for personal 
reasons 
PA will improve the quality of higher 
education 
The shift from paper to digital means we 
must reexamine the systems of scholarly 
communication 
The public should have access for personal 
reasons 
Comment is simply an expression of 
support of PA, without other details 
Comment is simply an expression of 
support of PA, without other details 
 
Other General Themes 
 One of the specific questions asked in the RFI was about appropriate embargo 
periods for articles. While many comments discussed embargos, the nature of the RFI 
question and the nature of the topic did not allow for effective coding. However, it is 
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possible to generalize the answers typically given. Coding would have proven challenging 
primarily because many authors indicated that no embargo was appropriate, but then a 
significant number conceded that if absolutely necessary an embargo period should be no 
longer than six or twelve months, giving a response that was not concrete and differed 
slightly amongst respondents. No authors said that an embargo period of longer than 
twelve months is acceptable.  
 
Further Observations 
While not representative of the majority of comments analyzed in this study, 
there were some comments that stood out from the others and should be mentioned in 
order to enhance the information gleaned from the study. 
One comment to the RFI came from the Director of Library Services at Leech 
Lake Tribal College. The librarian, Melissa Pond, has a standpoint unique amongst the 
RFI comments from other librarians. In her comment, Pond provides a PubMed record, 
for which her library does not have access to the article. This article, however, was not 
only written about research that was publicly funded—the research was a study examining 
the demography and genetics of the population living on the Leech Lake reservation. 
While it certainly is not standard to provide study participants with the peer-reviewed 
results of the research, Pond does bring up an interesting issue which is not often 
examined. She describes it as “an egregious disservice to the public, to Leech Lake 
citizens as both human beings and as health care consumers, to federal taxpayers, and to 
health care providers and educators and students in rural, economically-depressed areas 
and institutions.” 
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While comments from library consortia were not addressed in this study, the 
small number of single liberal arts college libraries that replied to the RFI gives reason to 
discuss the comment from the Oberlin Group of Libraries, a consortium of 80 libraries of 
selective liberal arts colleges, in order to shed more light on the viewpoints of such 
colleges. As with the liberal arts colleges included in the study, the Oberlin Group 
comment expressed that while liberal arts college library budgets are generally much 
smaller than that of large research institutions, these colleges educate a great number of 
future scientists. The text of the comment, itself, explains it best: 
According to the National Science Foundation, more than half of the top 50 
baccalaureate institutions that produced Science & Engineering doctoral 
recipients from 1997 to 2006 were baccalaureate colleges …. Our institutions … 
have been cited as having particular importance in producing doctoral candidates 
…. Our curricula are based on inquiry in laboratories, field stations, and other 
primary research materials – including the peer-reviewed reports of federally 
funded research under discussion here – and not primarily on textbooks. Our 
faculty publish sponsored research in collaboration with their undergraduate 
students. However, our schools do not receive the level of research funding 
available to larger institutions. Our faculty and students require access to cutting-
edge research reports and data to assure they remain current with research in their 
fields and learn current science as science is actually practiced. 
 
Comments from large research universities overwhelmingly skipped over the effects that 
public access would have on higher education. The views of those at liberal arts colleges, 
which focus on undergraduate education, represent an effect of improved public access 
that must be considered, especially as President Barack Obama has strongly emphasized 
the importance of higher education in the United States, also calling it an “economic 
imperative” (2012). 
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Conclusion 
 In a selection of comments submitted to OSTP on the topic of public access to 
peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally funded research, academic 
libraries and librarians overwhelmingly discussed the effects on the economy and 
scientific productivity that increased public access to research would have on the United 
States. This is reasonable to expect, as the comments were composed for an audience of 
the government. In a different context, it is possible that librarians would have 
emphasized other themes more.  
It was unexpected that only 18% of comments said that public access would 
improve higher education. This can be attributed to the context of the comments, as well 
as to the fact that few small institutions with smaller budgets submitted comments, as 
these institutions would be ones with fewer serials subscriptions and, thus, would receive 
more benefits from increased public access. Few comments touched on the importance of 
public access to individual members of the public for their own information needs about 
their and their families’ health, and most of the comments that did came from librarians 
not writing on behalf of their institution libraries. This was likely often omitted because, 
unfortunately, it would not be of as much interest to the government as economic 
improvements and being a global competitor in scientific innovation. This reasoning 
likely also contributed to the small number of comments addressing the digital divide and 
inequality of access to information. 
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However, this study does describe what academic librarians see as reasons that the 
U.S. government should be concerned with public access to federally funded research. 
This is of importance because of librarians’ particular role as stakeholders in the issue who 
also provide connections between virtually all other stakeholders (the public, universities, 
publishers, research scientists, etc.). Librarians are a center of the scholarly 
communication system (Lynch, 1993), connecting people throughout campus (Duncan, 
Walsh, Daniels, & Becker, 2006). In addition, their responses to the RFI represent 
librarians as advocates for the entire country, rather than only people at their institutions. 
Few librarians discussed how public access would improve higher education, and 
discussion of journal pricing served to address needs of the public and small businesses, 
with several librarians saying they have not themselves and have not heard of others 
canceling journal subscriptions as a result of the NIH mandate. 
 
Further Research 
 There are many opportunities for further research related to this study. OSTP 
received 378 comments to the RFI from a variety of stakeholders. While I do not wish to 
encourage “pit[ting] librarians and publishers against each other,” as many debates about 
public access have done for years (Plutchak, 2010, p. 270), comparison of library 
comments with publisher comments would display important differences and similarities 
in viewpoints. Comparing the comments of commercial, society, and open access 
publishers amongst each other would also suggest how differences including publishing 
models and philosophies manifest in relation to concerns about government-mandated 
public access. 
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 In addition, the analysis of RFI comments from library consortia and library 
associations would create a more robust depiction of the views held in the LIS 
community about public access to federally funded research.  
 As discussed in the Methods section, qualitative content analysis has the 
drawback of being subjective. Performing quantitative content analysis on the RFI 
comments would allow presentation of more information about the themes of the 
responses. This type of analysis would also be better suited to gathering data concerning 
the amount that various themes were discussed, relative to others, within the same 
response letter. This would provide more insight into the importance of these concerns 
and issues in the academic library community. 
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Appendix A: Text of Request for Information: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly 
Publications Resulting From Federally Funded Research 
 
76 Fed. Reg. 68518 (2011) 
https://federalregister.gov/a/2011-28623 
 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY  
 
Request for Information: Public Access to Peer-Reviewed Scholarly Publications 
Resulting From Federally Funded Research  
 
ACTION: Notice of Request for Information (RFI).  
 
SUMMARY: In accordance with Section 103(b)(6) of the America COMPETES 
Reauthorization Act of 2010 (ACRA; Pub. L. 111–358), this Request for Information 
(RFI) offers the opportunity for interested individuals and organizations to provide 
recommendations on approaches for ensuring long-term stewardship and broad public 
access to the peer-reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded 
scientific research. The public input provided through this Notice will inform 
deliberations of the National Science and Technology Council’s Task Force on Public 
Access to Scholarly Publications.  
 Release Date: November 3, 2011.  
 Response Date: January 2, 2012.  
ADDRESSES: publicaccess@ostp.gov.  
Issued By 
Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) on behalf of the National Science 
and Technology Council (NSTC).  
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:  
Purpose  
In accordance with Section 103(b)(6) of the America COMPETES Reauthorization 
Act of 2010 (ACRA; Pub. L. 111–358), this Request for Information (RFI) offers the 
opportunity for interested individuals and organizations to provide recommendations on 
approaches for ensuring long-term stewardship and broad public access to the peer- 
reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally funded scientific research. The 
public input provided through this Notice will inform deliberations of the National 
Science and Technology Council’s Task Force on Public Access to Scholarly 
Publications.  
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Background  
The multi-agency Task Force on Public Access to Scholarly Publications (Task 
Force), established under the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) 
Committee on Science (CoS), has been tasked with developing options for implementing 
the scholarly publications requirements of Section 103 of ACRA. OSTP will issue a 
report to Congress, in accordance with Section 103(e) of ACRA, describing priorities for 
the development of agency policies for ensuring broad public access to the results of 
federally funded unclassified research, the status of agency policies for public access to 
publications resulting from federally funded research, and a summary of public input 
collected from this RFI and other mechanisms.  
In 2009 and 2010, OSTP conducted a public consultation about policy options for 
expanding public access to federally funded peer-reviewed scholarly articles. The Task 
Force has reviewed the information submitted through OSTP’s public consultation (the 
full set of comments can be viewed on the OSTP Web site 
[http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/03/08/public-access-policy-update]), experience 
with the various policies currently in use at a variety of Federal agencies, and a report 
from the congressionally convened Scholarly Publishing Roundtable 
(http://www.aau.edu/WorkArea/showcontent.aspx?id=10044). The Task Force is now 
seeking additional insight from ‘‘non-Federal stakeholders, including the public, 
universities, nonprofit and for-profit publishers, libraries, federally funded and non- 
federally funded research scientists, and other organizations and institutions with a stake 
in long-term preservation and access to the results of federally funded research,’’ as 
described in Section 103(b)(6) of the ACRA. Specifically, OSTP seeks further public 
comment on the questions listed below, on behalf of the Task Force:  
(1) Are there steps that agencies could take to grow existing and new markets related 
to the access and analysis of peer-reviewed publications that result from federally funded 
scientific research? How can policies for archiving publications and making them 
publically accessible be used to grow the economy and improve the productivity of the 
scientific enterprise? What are the relative costs and benefits of such policies? What type 
of access to these publications is required to maximize U.S. economic growth and 
improve the productivity of the American scientific enterprise?  
(2) What specific steps can be taken to protect the intellectual property interests of 
publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and other stakeholders involved with the 
publication and dissemination of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from 
federally funded scientific research? Conversely, are there policies that should not be 
adopted with respect to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications so as not to 
undermine any intellectual property rights of publishers, scientists, Federal agencies, and 
other stakeholders?  
(3) What are the pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches to 
managing public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications that result from federally 
funded research in terms of interoperability, search, development of analytic tools, and 
other scientific and commercial opportunities? Are there reasons why a Federal agency 
(or agencies) should maintain custody of all published content, and are there ways that 
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the government can ensure long-term stewardship if content is distributed across multiple 
private sources?  
(4) Are there models or new ideas for public-private partnerships that take advantage 
of existing publisher archives and encourage innovation in accessibility and 
interoperability, while ensuring long-term stewardship of the results of federally funded 
research?  
(5) What steps can be taken by Federal agencies, publishers, and/or scholarly and 
professional societies to encourage interoperable search, discovery, and analysis capacity 
across disciplines and archives? What are the minimum core metadata for scholarly 
publications that must be made available to the public to allow such capabilities? How 
should Federal agencies make certain that such minimum core metadata associated with 
peer-reviewed publications resulting from federally funded scientific research are publicly 
available to ensure that these publications can be easily found and linked to Federal 
science funding?  
(6) How can Federal agencies that fund science maximize the benefit of public access 
policies to U.S. taxpayers, and their investment in the peer-reviewed literature, while 
minimizing burden and costs for stakeholders, including awardee institutions, scientists, 
publishers, Federal agencies, and libraries?  
(7) Besides scholarly journal articles, should other types of peer-reviewed publications 
resulting from federally funded research, such as book chapters and conference 
proceedings, be covered by these public access policies?  
(8) What is the appropriate embargo period after publication before the public is 
granted free access to the full content of peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting 
from federally funded research? Please describe the empirical basis for the recommended 
embargo period. Analyses that weigh public and private benefits and account for external 
market factors, such as competition, price changes, library budgets, and other factors, will 
be particularly useful. Are there evidence- based arguments that can be made that the 
delay period should be different for specific disciplines or types of publications?  
Please identify any other items the Task Force might consider for Federal policies 
related to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally 
supported research.  
Response to this RFI is voluntary. Responders are free to address any or all the above 
items, as well as provide additional information that they think is relevant to developing 
policies consistent with increased public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications 
resulting from federally funded research. Please note that the U.S. Government will not 
pay for response preparation or for the use of any information contained in the response.  
How To Submit a Response  
All comments must be submitted electronically to: publicaccess@ostp.gov.  
Responses to this RFI will be accepted through January 2, 2012. You will receive an 
electronic confirmation acknowledging receipt of your response, but will not receive 
individualized feedback on any suggestions. No basis for claims against the U.S. 
Government shall arise as a result of a response to this request for information or from 
the Government’s use of such information.  
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Inquiries  
Specific questions about this RFI should be directed to the following email address: 
publicaccess@ostp.gov.  
Form should include:  
[Assigned ID #]  
[Assigned Entry date]  
Name/Email  
Affiliation/Organization  
City, State  
Comment 1  
Comment 2  
Comment 3  
Comment 4  
Comment 5  
Comment 6  
Comment 7  
Comment 8  
Please identify any other items the Task Force might consider for Federal policies related 
to public access to peer-reviewed scholarly publications resulting from federally supported 
research.  
{Attachment is: Please attach any documents that support your comments to the 
questions.}  
Ted Wackler,  
Deputy Chief of Staff.  
[FR Doc. 2011–28623 Filed 11–3–11; 8:45 am]  
BILLING CODE P 
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Appendix B: Comments to RFI Which Were Analyzed in the Study  
 
[As listed in Public Access to Scholarly Publications: Public Comment at http://www. 
whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/ostp/library/publicaccess, where the full list of 
comments can be found, as well as the full text of the comments.] 
 
Index # Name Institution 
10 Barbara Fister Gustavus Adolphus 
19 Melissa Pond Leech Lake Tribal College 
20 Rosanne Aversa Curry College 
21 Rush G. Miller Hillman University Library System 
24 Joyce Ogburn/Rick Anderson/ 
Allyson Mower on behalf of 
J. Willard Marriott Library, University of 
Utah 
25 Deborah Jakubs/Kevin L. Smith/ 
Paolo Mangiafico 
Duke University Libraries 
27 James L. Mullins Purdue University 
41 Joan Giesecke University of Nebraska-Lincoln Libraries 
43 Gloriana St. Clair on behalf of Carnegie Mellon University Libraries 
44 Shulamis Hes Pollack Library, Yeshiva University 
49 JQ Johnson/Dean Walton/Deborah 
A. Carver on behalf of 
University of Oregon Libraries 
55 Rick Luce on behalf of University Libraries, Emory University 
58 Patricia Steele  University of University of Maryland-College Park 
59 Thomas B. Wall/Scholarly 
Communication Committee 
Boston College University Libraries 
61 Anali Maughan Perry/Sherrie 
Schmidt on behalf of 
Arizona State University Libraries 
74 Flora Grabowska Geophysical Institute, University of 
Fairbanks, Alaska 
78 Shawn Martin on behalf of University of Pennsylvania Libraries 
93 Brinley Franklin University of Connecticut Libraries 
96 Michael Kasper Amherst College Library 
98 Shirley K. Baker on behalf of University Libraries, Washington 
University in St. Louis 
99 Mary L. Ryan on behalf of University of Arkansas for Medical 
Sciences Library 
106 Paul N. Courant on behalf of  University of Michigan Library 
112 Jenny Oleen on behalf of Kansas State University Libraries 
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135 David Pilachowski on behalf of Williams College 
138 Lori A. Goetsch Kansas State University Libraries 
141 Scholarly Communication 
Working Group 
Oregon State University Libraries 
142 Scholarly Communications Group Johns Hopkins University 
144 Aline Soules California State University, East Bay 
150 Lee C. Van Orsdel on behalf of Grand Valley State University Libraries 
203 Marianne I. Gaunt/Jeanne E. 
Boyle/ Janice T. Pilch on behalf of 
Rutgers University Libraries 
207 Jen Waller on behalf of Miami University Libraries 
216 Claude R. Canizares/Ann J. 
Wolpert on behalf of 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
220 Rebecca Kennison on behalf of Columbia University 
222 Monica Berger Ursula C. Schwerin Library, New York 
City College of Technology, CUNY 
231 Sarah C. Michalak on behalf of University Library, The University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
250 Maura Smale New York City College of Technology, 
CUNY 
252 Dr. Karen Cole/Ken Davis on 
behalf of 
Archie Dykes Library of the Health 
Sciences, University of Kansas Medical 
Center 
254 Paula Kaufman on behalf of University Library, University of Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign 
271 Mary M. Case on behalf of The University Library at the University 
of Illinois at Chicago 
290 Anna Gold on behalf of Kennedy Library, California Polytechnic 
State University, San Luis Obispo 
301 Julia Zimmerman on behalf of Florida State University Libraries 
314 Wendy Lougee on behalf of University of Minnesota Libraries 
323 William M. Cross, J.D., M.S.L.S. 
on behalf of 
North Carolina State University 
326 Jean Song Taubman Health Sciences Library, 
University of Michigan 
335 Susan Vaughn Brooklyn College Library 
348 Oya Y. Rieger, Ph.D. Digital Scholarship & Preservation 
Services, Cornell University Library 
349 Bette Anton Fong Optometry & Health Sciences 
Library, University of California 
353 Nathan Hall on behalf of University Libraries, Virginia Tech 
355 Andrew Asher on behalf of  Library and Information Technology, 
Bucknell University 
364 Marilyn S Billings on behalf of  University of Massachusetts Amherst 
 
